In the U.S. context, political scientists have employed various definitions of women's political interests: some are more women-or gender-specific (or explicit) than others; some are more feminist, liberal, or radical than others. To what extent do our definitions of women's interests affect who is or appears to be more or less willing to act for women? Does the relationship between women's descriptive and substantive representation depend on how we define women's interests? In this paper, we are particularly interested in whether and how definitions of women's interests affect the conclusions we draw about women of color in U.S. state legislatures. Are legislative women, regardless of race and ethnicity, equally likely to take the lead on women's issues, regardless of how they are defined? Or are gender gaps in women's substantive representation racially/ethnically specific? Intersectionality theory and research cautions against generalizing about women's representation across race and ethnicity and suggests that any single-axis conception of women's interests risks excluding or obscuring the representational advocacy provided by women of color, while privileging that provided by white women. To test this proposition, we examine the agenda-setting behavior (i.e., bill introductions) of state legislators in six states, in 1997, across a variety of definitions of women's issues/interests. We find no systematic or consistent biases against legislative women of color but nevertheless conclude that the best approach may be to employ a variety of theoretically relevant concepts and measures of women's substantive representation.
however, gender gaps in policy leadership appear across all of these definitions of women's issues/interests.
A few studies have noted that the size of the gender gap, or the strength of the relationship between identity and representational leadership may vary across different types of women's issues (Osborn 2012; Reingold 2000; Swers 2002; Thomas 1994) . Swers' (2002) study of the 103 rd and 104 th Congresses, for example, finds that gender differences in policy leadership were more pronounced on feminist issues than on social welfare issues. And a few studies have examined variation across different types of women in public office, most notably differences related to partisanship (Osborn 2012; Swers 2002) and race (Bratton and Haynie 1999; Bratton, Haynie, and Reingold 2006; Orey, Smooth, et al. 2006) . These studies raise very important questions about the generalizability and reliability of the findings and conclusions of this extensive body of research across differences in measurement and differences in representatives.
Others have rightly cautioned, moreover, that these differences may be interdependent; different women may have different conceptions of women's issues/interests. Dodson (1998, 148) , for example, argues that women in Congress "differ in the solutions they see to the problems women face, they differ in the kinds of women they represent, and they differ in the extent to which these concerns are salient." As a result, Carroll (2002, (66) (67) 
If different women have different conceptions of women's interests, then it is entirely
possible that researchers' decisions about how to define and measure those interests will have significant effects on who appears more or less willing to act for women. To what extent, then, do our conclusions about the relationship between women's descriptive and substantive representation depend on how we define women's interests? In this paper, we are particularly interested in whether and how definitions of women's interests affect the conclusions we draw about women of color in U.S. state legislatures. Are legislative women, regardless of race and ethnicity, equally likely to take the lead on women's issues, regardless of how they (or their corresponding interests) are defined? Or is women's substantive representation-in theory (or by definition) and practice-gendered and raced?
Intersectionality, as both a normative theory and a research paradigm , cautions against generalizing about women's representation across race and ethnicity (or any other salient categorical difference) and suggests that any "single-axis" conception of women's interests risks excluding or obscuring the representational advocacy provided by women of color, while privileging that provided by white women (Crenshaw 1989) . To test this proposition, we examine the agenda-setting behavior (i.e., bill introductions) of state legislators -female and male; Latino/a, African American, and white -serving in the lower chambers of six states, in 1997. The dependent variables are the number of bills legislators introduce that address women's interests, variously defined. The main independent variables capture both the gender and race/ethnicity of state legislators. To maximize variation in legislators' race/ethnicity and gender, we selected six states with some of the highest numbers of African American women and Latinas serving in the lower chamber of the legislature.
To maximize variation in our dependent variables, particularly those based on more "cross-cutting" or intersectional conceptions of women's interests (Cohen 1999), we examine legislative activity in 1997, the year in which all states were engaged in major welfare reform efforts. Welfare policymaking in the states peaked in the immediate aftermath of the 1996
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), which gave states unprecedented discretion in shaping the contours of the new Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program and the demise of welfare "as we know it" (Reingold and Smith 2012) . Since then, states have made very few changes to their welfare policies. Given the significance of those welfare reform efforts and the distinctive impact of legislative women of color on the outcomes (Reingold and Smith 2012), we believe welfare policymaking is a crucial dimension of our inquiry. Welfare is also one of the few policy arenas widely recognized for its deeply cross-cutting, raced-gendered-classed past, present, and future (Abramovitz 1996; Collins 2000; Gordon 1994; Hancock 2004; Hawkesworth 2003; Mink 1995; Neubeck and Cazenave 2001; Roberts 1997; Sparks 2003) .
Definitions of Women's Interests and Intersections of Gender, Race, and Ethnicity
As numerous critiques of feminist politics and scholarship offered by women of color attest, "Theories advanced as being universally applicable to women as a group upon closer examination appear greatly limited by the White, middle-class, and Western origins of their proponents" (Collins 2000, 5-6) . The same might be said of definitions of women's issues/interests employed in studies of women's representation that, with too few exceptions, have had little to say about the politics of race and ethnicity, the intersections of race, ethnicity, and gender, or the perspectives of women of color. Indeed, while almost every study cited above acknowledges at least the potential significance of partisan and ideological differences among legislative women, very few have recognized the potential significance of racial and ethnic diversity. As a result, the experiences of women of color and questions about their representation are too often ignored and/or marginalized; and what we think we know about "women" in public office may be applicable only to the majority of white, non-Hispanic women. 6 To what degree, then, have the various definitions of women's interests effectively privileged the needs, concerns, and activities of some and obscured those of others?
Theories of intersectionality and secondary marginalization (Cohen 1999) suggest that any attempt to identify or construct common group interests, especially among marginalized groups, will reflect intra-group power differentials. The interests of those who are subject to multiple, overlapping, intersecting, interlocking, and compounding axes of inequality and subordination will differ from -and perhaps even be at cross-purposes with -the interests of those who are privileged but for their disadvantaged location on one, single axis (Crenshaw 1989 (Crenshaw , 1991 Dovi 2002; Glenn 1992; Haynie 2011; hooks 2000; ). Indeed, the privileges of one subgroup may even depend on the marginalization and deprivations of another (Glenn 1992; Cohen 1999) . At the very least, group members who are relatively privileged may have the luxury of being unaware of such conflicting interests, while those who are "multiply burdened" (Crenshaw 1989 ) may be all too aware (Collins 2000) . Thus, to the degree to which we as researchers rely on dominant, single-axis conceptions of women's interests, our definitions will be more likely to capture the representational commitments of white women than those of women of color.
The few studies that do provide valuable insight into the legislative priorities of African American women and Latinas, however, suggest that it would be a mistake to assume that women of color do not share a commitment to women's issues and interests. Carroll (2002, 57) notes that, in interviews with female members of the 103 rd and 104 th Congresses, the commitment to representing women was widely shared, though the congresswomen of color "talked in somewhat different ways" about that responsibility. Some "expressed the inseparability of their identities as, and their responsibilities to, people of color and women;" others expressed a particularly strong sense of responsibility to poor and working class women, or to women outside the U.S. (See also, Garcia Bedolla, Tate, and Wong 2005.) Reviewing the research literature on "Latinas as advocates and Representatives," García et al. (2008, 30) theorize that, "Latinas, like most women, will demonstrate a propensity to advocate for women and families. But, different from most women, Latinas will also advocate for issues affecting the Latino community."
Closer examination of the behavior of legislative women of color largely confirms the expectation that they will take a "both/and" rather than an "either/or" approach to addressing the multiple, intersecting concerns of gender and race/ethnicity. Takash's (1997) survey of Latina public officials in California led her to conclude that "the majority of Latina officeholders support feminist agendas and may be expected to promote legislation on women's rights," but they "express more concern with issues facing the Latino community as a whole, such as employment, access to education and retention, and safe neighborhoods" (p. 429). Bratton, Haynie, and Reingold (2006) Other studies report that legislative women of color are just as, if not more committed to issues that address both gender and racial/ethnic interests more broadly conceived. Comparing the three "public policy issues that are of greatest concern" to the black and white, male and female Democratic legislators in her survey, Barrett (1995, 226) finds that "the greatest difference is not in the issues per se, but rather in the level of agreement among black female legislators" (pp. 233-34). Thus, while education and health care issues were the most frequently cited priorities among all four groups of legislators, black women were more likely than any others to mention them. Fraga et al. (2008) García et al. 2008.) Together, the empirical research and theories of intersectionality reinforce Smooth's (2011) argument that the more narrowly defined, single-axis conceptions of women's issues/interests may be the most problematic-precisely because they neglect "crosscutting,"
"multifaceted" issues that address "the material consequences of race, class, and sexual identities"
as well as gender (p. 437 1999; Canon 1999; Casellas 2011; Griffin and Newman 2008; Haynie 2001; Martinez-Ebers et al. 2000) , conceptions of women's interests that include education, health care, and welfare/poverty policy will be more likely to capture the representational efforts of women of color. We hypothesize, therefore, that African American female and Latina legislators' efforts to address women's interests will more likely be manifested in the introduction of education, health, and welfare bills than in the introduction of bills specific to or directly salient for women. Thus, when women's substantive representation is defined broadly to include both women-specific measures and measures dealing with education, health care, and/or welfare, legislative women of color should appear just as, if not more, committed to representing women than their white female colleagues.
Data, Measures, and Models
To test these hypotheses, we draw from two inter-related databases created by and for a larger, collaborative project on identity and representation in U.S. state legislatures: one on individual state legislators and their constituencies, and the other on bills introduced by those legislators.
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We restrict our analysis of identity and women's substantive representation to a cross-section of lower-chamber members of six of the most racially and ethnically diverse state legislatures:
Arizona, Florida, Mississippi, New Mexico, Tennessee, and Texas. Doing so maximizes variation in our key independent variables, the race/ethnic and gender identities of individual legislators. As a result, our sample (N=612) includes 87 white women, 29 African American women, 17 Latinas, 52 African American men, and 47 Latino men. We also focus our attention on the 1997 regular legislative sessions, as mentioned earlier, to maximize variation on one of our key dependent variables, welfare or poverty related legislative activity.
Working with numerous research assistants, we identified the gender, racial, and ethnic identity of all individual state legislators in our sample of state-years. Rather than group them with white, African American, or Latino legislators, we exclude them from the analysis. We do include, however, two legislators who are identified as both Native American and Latino/a; they are coded as Latino/a. 9 We do not mean to suggest or assume that these intersecting identities are static, essential ones, as Hancock's (2012) critique of dummy variables might imply. Rather, our coding protocol is meant to capture legislators' contemporaneous, publicly acknowledged identities -the sort of socially constructed and recognized identities that give meaning to the concept of descriptive representation. Furthermore, we measure legislator identity in this dummy-variable fashion in order to critically evaluate the more reductive "identity politics" assumptions and expectations that often surround the politics and political science of descriptive representation and group interests. 10 Only regular/general bills were coded; resolutions, memorials, and such were not. In Florida, "local" bills were excluded from the analysis, for they did not have any designated sponsors. The New Mexico and Tennessee legislatures permit "placeholder" or "caption" bills -empty vessels waiting to amended with "real" proposals when needed, usually after the deadline for bill introductions. Such bills, when left un-amended, were also excluded from the analysis. Education bills and education-related legislative activity; and all health-related content codeswith the one exception of "abortion, fetal rights protection" -are designated indicators of Health bills and health-related legislative activity. Our selection of Welfare/Poverty codes strikes a sort of middle ground. They do not include all codes in the "social welfare" rubric; nor are they limited to the very specific "welfare reform" code. Instead, Welfare/Poverty codes reflect a more general concern with government assistance for poor, homeless, or low-income individuals and families. Again, no ideological filters were used for any of our dependent variable bill counts.
To gauge the effects of legislator identity on bill introduction, we control for a number of 14 Average household income and college education measures are very highly correlated (Pearson's r=.8237), indicating potential multicollinearity problems. Preliminary bivariate analysis also reveals that average household income is related only to welfare/poverty-related legislative activity, while college education is associated with both women-specific and health related bill activity. Thus, to avoid multicollinearity problems, we include only the college education measure in all models except those of welfare/poverty activity, in which we use the measure of average household income only. 15 Preliminary bivariate analysis indicates that party leadership bears no relation to bill activity in any of our designated women's issue areas. Thus, it is not included in our multivariate models. 16 More precisely, a standing committee is defined as "relevant" when at least 10 percent of the bills in the designated policy area are referred to it. See Appendix B for a complete list of relevant committees for each type of women's issue/interest, by state. 17 Only two of our control variables (chairing a relevant committee; total number of bills introduced) have any consistent, significant effects on legislative agenda-setting (in the expected direction). Seniority has a significant negative effect on legislative leadership on WomenSpecific issues and the number of Education bills introduced. District demographics have only sporadic and contradictory effects: larger Hispanic populations are associated with a higher probability of introducing a Health bill, but a lower probability of introducing a Welfare/Poverty bill; larger black populations are associated with a higher probability of introducing a Health bill; and legislators from more urban districts are more likely to introduce Women-Specific bills. Finally, with only one exception (probability of introducing a Women-Specific bill), legislators' Given that our dependent variables are event counts restricted to positive integers, ordinary least squares (OLS) regression is inappropriate for our multivariate analysis. Poisson regression is often recommended as an alternative for event count models but it rests on the assumption that distinct events are statistically independent, which is highly unlikely in the case of content-specific bill introductions. A legislator who introduces one women's issue bill likely has an increased probability of introducing more women's issue bills. In such instances of over-dispersion, negative binomial regression is the most appropriate model -and the one we employ here.
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Because bill activity on Women-Specific and Welfare/Poverty issues was rather limited in the six chambers under examination (even in 1997), we also employ supplementary logistic regression analysis to model the probability of a legislator introducing any bills in those areas, as well as in Health and Education. 19 On the other hand, almost all legislators in our sample (89 percent) introduced at least one bill that met our criteria for a Women-Specific, Health, Education, or Welfare/Poverty measure. Thus, our analysis of All Women's Issues bill activity relies exclusively on negative binomial regression models of bill counts.
party affiliation has no effect whatsoever. Indeed, our results (not shown) are very similar even when we restrict the analysis to Democrats only. 18 Because the expected count or the rate at which events are expected to occur [E(y i )] must be positive, it is conventionally expressed in terms of an exponential function: E(y i ) = exp( +  1 x 1i + . . . +  k x ki ) for K independent variables. We use this exponential function to estimate the substantive effects of legislator race-gender identity, all else being equal. 19 Less than half (43%) of the legislators introduced at least one Women-Specific bill, and only 27 percent introduced at least one Welfare/Poverty bill. In contrast, two-thirds (67%) introduced at least one Health bill and almost three-quarters (72%) introduced at least one Education bill.
Results
To gauge the effects of changing definitions of women's issues/interests on the relationship between women's descriptive and substantive representation across race/ethnicity, we examine our results one issue-area at a time -beginning with the most narrowly-defined Women-Specific issues (Table 2) , proceeding with broader Health, Education, and Welfare issues (Tables 3-5), and ending with the broadest, most inclusive definition, All Women's Issues (Table 6 ). Our expectation is that as we move toward broader definitions of women's interests, which overlap with conceptions of African American and Latino/a group interests, legislative women of color will become increasingly more active as agenda-setters and policy leaders vis-à-vis their white female colleagues. We also expect, given the extant research on racial/ethnic representation, that legislative men of color will become increasingly more active. Thus, gender differences in policy leadership among African American and Latino/a legislators may diminish as the definition and measurement of women's issues/interests broadens. Gender differences among white legislators, however, are expected to remain fairly constant across all definitions.
Beginning with Women-Specific issues, the figures in Table 2 show that policy leadership in this more narrowly construed area of women's substantive representation is strongly gendered, regardless of legislator race/ethnicity. Among white, black, and Latino legislators alike, women introduce significantly more Women-Specific bills and are more likely to introduce at least one, compared to their male counterparts. Racial/ethnic differences among female legislators (and among male legislators), however, are more complex and unexpected.
Most importantly, there is no indication that legislative women of color are any less active on these issues than are white women. Rather, Latinas are the most involved, followed closely by African American and white women who are equally active. A similar pattern is apparent among the male legislators: Latinos are more active than their white and African American counterparts.
In fact, Latino involvement in women-specific policymaking is comparable to that of black and white women, but still falls below that of their Latina colleagues.
Gender differences in legislative leadership on Health issues, according to Table 3 , remain, though they are not always statistically significant (at p≤.10). As predicted by the negative binomial regression model, white female legislators introduce on average 0.87 more Health measures than their white male counterparts do (p=.000); Latinas introduce an average of 1.55 more Health bills than do their Latino counterparts (p=.030); and black female legislators introduce 0.66 more bills than black male legislators do (p=.175). There are no statistically significant differences among the legislative women (or the men), though Latinas are again a bit more active than other women. The results of the logistic regression analysis, which distinguishes any activity from no activity, tells a somewhat different story, however. Here, black women -who the predicted probabilities suggest are almost guaranteed to introduce at least one Health measure -stand out as significantly more involved than all other legislators, female and male. Plus, gender differences vary by race/ethnicity. Legislative women of color are more likely than their male counterparts to sponsor at least one Health bill (though the difference among Latina/os is not statistically significant), but white women and men are equally likely.
Overall, however, the results of Table 3 (Health bills) compared to those of Table 2 (WomenSpecific bills) do not provide much support for our hypotheses. There is no clear or consistent evidence of increased involvement in Health policymaking on the part of women of color (vis-à-vis white women) or of men of color (vis-à-vis women of color).
The gender and racial/ethnic differences in Education policy leadership revealed in Table   4 are more congruent with many of our expectations. Whether it be the number of Education bills introduced or the likelihood of introducing at least one, legislative women of color are at least as active as their white female colleagues, if not more so (differences are not statistically significant). Legislative men of color are significantly more active on Education issues than are white men; in fact, they are just as involved as their female counterparts are. Thus, on this broader dimension of women's interests both women and men of color provide more substantive representation of women than their white male colleagues do. Our expectation that significant gender differences among white legislators remain across all dimensions of women's interests is the only one not confirmed by the figures reported in Table 4 : here we see for the first time that white women are no more involved than are white men.
We see yet another pattern in the relationship between intersecting gender-race identities and women's substantive representation in Table 5 's analysis of Welfare and Poverty policy leadership. Here, as with Women-Specific issues, Latina lawmakers stand out as the most actively involved: they introduce significantly more Welfare/Poverty bills than anyone else and they are more likely than anyone else to introduce at least one such bill (though the differences between Latinas and Latinos are not statistically significant). Black female legislators, on the other hand, introduce just as many (or, more accurately, just as few) Welfare/Poverty bills as their white female colleagues do and are equally likely (or unlikely) to introduce at least one.
Meanwhile, significant gender differences are few and far between, even among white legislators.
Latinos appear less active than Latinas, but the differences are not statistically significant. By all measures, African American men and women are equally inactive -no more active, in fact, than white men. White legislative women introduce significantly more Welfare/Poverty bills on average than do white men, but the two groups are equally unlikely (or reluctant) to introduce any such measures. Few of these patterns are congruent with our hypotheses. representation is defined broadly to include both women-specific measures and measures dealing with education, health care, and/or welfare, legislative women of color appear just as, and sometimes more committed to representing women as/than do their white female colleagues.
Moreover, by this all-inclusive measure, white women, African American women, and Latinas alike provide more substantive representation of women's interests than do their male
counterparts. Yet these results are not all that different from those obtained with our most selective, Women-Specific measure of substantive representation.
Discussion and Conclusions
The relationship between women's descriptive and substantive representation is not a simple one.
As our results illustrate, it depends in no small part on which women (and men) and which definition of women's interests one considers. 20 But do some definitions of women's interests spotlight the representational leadership of some women while obscuring that of others? More specifically, are definitions of women's interests and measures of women's substantive representation racially or ethnically biased? This paper explores that possibility by examining systematically the inferential effects of varying definitions of women's interests in analyses of U.S. state legislative agenda-setting behavior.
Relying on the theory and epistemology of intersectionality as well as the extant research on Latina and African American women in public office, we speculated that such a racial/ethnic bias would be more likely to occur when women's interests are defined more narrowly in terms of issues that affect women most directly and primarily. Gauging legislative leadership on such women-specific issues (only), we hypothesized, may overestimate the representational commitments of white women and underestimate those of women of color. In contrast, broader definitions of women's interests, which overlap and intersect with definitions of African American and Latino interests, might capture the representational activities of legislative women of color more accurately, revealing a stronger commitment than we might otherwise observe.
Our analyses do not uncover consistent or clearly egregious patterns of racial/ethnic bias, but they do suggest that some conceptual and measurement strategies might be preferable to others.
It is important -methodologically, empirically, and normatively -to highlight what is our most consistent finding: no matter what definition of women's interests we employ, legislative women of color never appear disengaged from or significantly less committed to women's substantive representation than anyone else. 21 When legislative women of color are distinguished, it is because they provide higher levels of leadership on women's issues -and this is the case regardless of how narrowly or broadly those issues or interests are defined. Indeed, Latinas stand out as the most active group of legislators on the most narrowly defined, WomenSpecific issues and on the broadest, All Women's Issues measures. Latina legislators also introduce more Welfare/Poverty bills than anyone else and, unlike any other group, they are more likely than not to sponsor at least one such measure. Similarly, Black women are significantly more likely than any other group of legislators to introduce as least one Health related measure. As these results indicate, we must also recognize that African American women and Latinas do not always pursue the same paths to women's substantive representation, as the "women of color" moniker often implies.
Moreover, there is no clear, consistent pattern of increasing legislative activity among women and men of color as the definition of women's interests gets broader, as we hypothesized.
Nor is there any consistent tendency for Latino and African American male lawmakers to match the advocacy levels of their female counterparts across issues of health, education, and welfare.
Similarly, there is no clear indication that white women's leadership on behalf of women's interests wanes as the definition broadens. Only on Education issues does white women's leadership fall behind that of both black women and Latinas. Nor do gender differences among white legislators remain constant across issue-areas, as we expected. We thus return full circle to the conclusion that the relationship between legislator identity and women's substantive representation is a complex and contingent one.
But, to paraphrase Smooth (2006) , this is a mess worth capturing in our research designs.
If our findings are any indication, no simple, single-axis, single-shot, or one-size-fits-all approach to defining and measuring women's political interests will do justice to the very complexity of the phenomena we hope to understand. Different definitions can and do yield different results. Allowing for and even embracing such complexity is, of course, especially valuable and appropriate for an intersectional approach to political representation McCall 2005) . It also recognizes the complexity and contingency of the very political, socially constructed nature of women's political interests themselves (Reingold and Swers 2011) .
Perhaps, then, the best strategy is to maintain the one we developed for this study: identify multiple definitions of women's interests; theorize about the meaningful conceptual and empirical differences (and similarities) between them; and empirically test propositions derived from such theorizing. 
APPENDIX A Definitions of Women's Interest/Issue Legislation
Bratton and Haynie (1999, 664-65) : "In this study, … women's interest legislation includes those bills that may decrease gender discrimination or alleviate the effects of such discrimination, and those that are intended to improve the socioeconomic status of women. Some specific examples are: an equal pay act, a bill that provides or regulates day care services, and a bill that requires insurance coverage of mammography. Bills that, in the judgment of the authors, hindered the social, economic, or political advancement of … women were not included in these categories. For example, … a 1969 Maryland bill that proposed requiring a prescription for a pregnancy test was not considered a women's interest bill. Thus, … women's interests were defined in an explicitly feminist fashion."
 See also Bratton (2002); Bratton, Haynie, and Reingold (2006) ; Bratton and Barnello (2007) Bratton (2002 Appendix, p. 139): "In this article, women's interest legislation is defined as legislation that would decrease discrimination or counter the effects of discrimination or would improve the social, economic, or political status of women. These generally involved three overlapping categories: measures that addressed the health concerns of women; measures that addressed the social, educational, and economic status of women; and measures that addressed the political and personal freedom of women. Some examples of measures that addressed the health concerns of women are those focusing on pregnancy, childbirth, breast cancer, osteoporosis, and so forth. Some examples of measures that addressed the social, educational, and economic status of women are those encouraging women's participation in male-dominated sports and academic programs, those establishing education programs in women's prisons, measures protecting property rights and pensions for divorcees or widows, measures establishing displaced homemaker programs, measures providing quality child care, and affirmative action measures. Some examples of measures addressing the political and personal freedom of women are measures supporting reproductive rights, measures addressing violence against women, and measures addressing sexual harassment." Dodson and Carroll (1991, 38 ): Women's rights bills as "those that dealt specifically with issues of direct concern to women generally (e.g., legislation concerning rape, teen pregnancy or women's health) or in terms of their special concerns as wage earners (e.g., pay equity), mothers balancing home and work (e.g., maternity leave, day care) or marital partners (e.g., domestic violence, spousal retirement benefits, division of property in divorce)."
Olson (2012, 99): employs "two different definitions of women's issues. The first category of specific women's issues contained bills that affected women's well-being directly, such as abortion, women's health care, child-care, child custody and support, domestic violence, and issues of equality and discrimination. The second category, described…as traditional women's issues, includes education, health care, social and welfare issues, and children's issues." Reingold (2000, 167) : "issues that, in an immediate and direct way, are about women exclusively (e.g., abortion, sex discrimination) or almost exclusively (e.g., domestic violence, breast cancer)" Swers (2002) : "Women's issues are defined as bills that are particularly salient to women because they seek to achieve equality for women; they address women's special needs, such as women's health concerns or child-care issues; or they confront issues with which women have traditionally been concerned in their role as caregivers, such as education or the protection of children" (p. 34). "Feminist" bills are a subset of "women's issue" bills, including: "bills protecting reproductive rights, expanding family and medical leave, increasing funding for women's health research, protecting victims of domestic violence or sexual harassment, creating programs for women-owned businesses, establishing gender equity programs in education, enforcing child-support laws, and increasing access to child care for welfare recipients" (p. 36). "In contrast to the feminist bills that promote role equity and/or role change for women, antifeminist bills seek to inhibit role change as a threat to the traditional family (Gelb and Palley 1996)" Such bills include: "efforts to hinder abortion… [and] bills prohibiting funding for international family planning programs, eliminating sex education programs in schools, outlawing gay marriage, prohibiting homosexuals from serving in the military, eliminating affirmative action programs for women and minorities, and requiring welfare recipients to disclose the paternity of the child in order to receive benefits" (p. 37). "The social welfare bills include both liberal and conservative proposals concerning issues with which women have historically been concerned in their role as caregiver, such as health care, education, and poverty assistance. Examples of social welfare bills sponsored during the 103 rd and 104 th Congresses include proposals to expand health insurance coverage, reform Medicare, expand coverage of mental health services, increase funding for school lunches, create school choice voucher programs, establish regulations for foster care or adoption, punish crimes against children and the elderly, and reform welfare" (pp. 37-38). 
